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CHAPTER 1 


INTRODUCTION 


Statement of Problem 

Labor relations is a dynamic factor of ever increasing 
Miagthance in Lhe CONSLTUCLTIiOn industry. Often contractors 
Feel they have estioge die control over their workers or over 
labor costs, yet labor costs represent aplarge per tun oi 
Mie kQtal ©COSt OF COnNStruction. fhe guidance document for 
labor-management relations is the labor union agreement. 
[ie OrGvisioms in the agreements indicate the relative 
strengths of labor and management. Contemporary political, 
Seumomie, and social Pett ceare MOrOnpLinmg  Crait Untems 
ice MOdermi zing Lmeir position om numerous provisions in 
aoe labor agreements. Ime freguency of occurrence of 
provisions favorable to workers but costly for employers is 
PEeeuo@as Indication of the Strength of a union. Although 
there are hopeful Linalavlersic Welnys eur the willingness’ of 
organized labor to adopt practices in their union agreements 
that are healthy for both contractors and workers, it 2s 
believed that changes generally occur when unions are under 
Gemess (1,2). 

It is desirable to know the success realized by unions 


Cy eit various Ebay es wen Negotiating for desirable 





Z 
provisions in recent labor agreements. This can provide 
valuable insights to the current state of labor-management 


meakiGms Lm tne Construction industry. 


COS Fimiel elie soles 


The purpose of this research effort is to investigate 
some of the pressures facing the modern day construction 
craft union and to try to determine the effects those 
pressures have had on labor-management negotiations. The 
moective is CCK Milne wie Telakive Strengths oF Unioms 
ec mei cael Live COMSLIUCLION Industry through an 
Peemycis Some selected provisions im Umion agreements. 

itemeoceas TOr thie = study was collected from Umion 
agreements between multiemployer organizations, such as 
the Associated General Contractors of America, and six 
Beisie COoMStruction crafts: carpenters, cement masons, iron 
workers, laborers, operating engineers, and teamsters. A 
comparison will be made of the frequency of occurrence of 
Poller roa pravwicions Im the agreements of each of the crafts. 
Since a serious threat to union security comes From open 
shop competition (3,4), further comparisons will be made 
between agreements from Union Shop states and Right to Work 
Se eimcch cera hapnr sagreennes im Rigntl to Wark states 
would be expected to be more favorable to management than 
the agreements occurring in Union Shop states. 
UMvenmcOniract provisions Selcecced iol samalysis 


include overtime, Saturday make-up days, shift provisions, 





2 
work LCUdi Munch Provisions, coffee breaks, travel 
compensation, provisions that tie future wage and benefit 
increases to cost of living indices (COLA's), no strike-no 
iheexoUtL Provisions, and subcontractor provisions. Data on 
moceedurdtian Of COnEracts and the month of expiration will 


also be collected. 


Rie wis Jc ciieie ent elisy ieleronete 


Chapter two will provide a literature review of 


contemporary problems facing CON eric elon Unloms. For each 
issue, an attempt was made to present a balanced view of 
both the employers and unions. It is believed that changes 
in the provisions of labor agreements are, in part, a 


reaction to these problems. 

ime ailtology wscecd Ine Geunering the data and the 
technique used to determine the statistical relevance of the 
Findings will be presented in chapter three. Problems that 
occurred during research will also be discussed. 

An analysis of data from the review of the 
Eom-struction labor agreements will be provided in Chapter 
er. The selected provisions will be analyzed for 
variations in the frequency of occurrence in the agreements 
of the different crafts and between the agreements from 
Union Shop states and Right to Work states. 

A summary of the results will be presented in chapter 
five. Comelusions concerning the relative strengths and 


weaknesses of the unions of each craft will be made. 
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Up iiiecanesGii ferences TOUNd in une frequency of inclusion 
of a provision in the agreements of Union Shop states and 


oeene eo Work states will also be discussed. 





etimilet 
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i= 


CHAPTER Z 


CONTEMPORARY TRENDS IN 
LABOR-MANAGEMENT 


RELATIONSHIPS 


BeCmenve  iremncs 

mie comnstruetion industry has been particularly 
eccprelple to changes im the mational economy. Since the 
Pel ieeoe TecCessiom, the industry has experienced a general 
mecavery . EoMct rerio ackivilty rose an estimated 17 
percent in 1983, the largest yearly increase in more than 
meee decades (5). Comstruction continued to rise in 1984 
and moaeneodmea Reeord hig af $227 Hilliom dollars in 1985 
(6,7). The increases are largely contributed to the decline 
Mmumeinicverest rates that started in 1982 (8,9,10). 


ium secemnony ids  expenblemced 4 recovery over 


MiewOecdsee Ten years, tine influence the recovery has had on 
Eenctetuction labor agreement Dargaining has pone ol sieti 
dramatic. iti i MecdimONUerTeGcovery,  CONStTruUction pay 


MieGmedsessiave lagged far pehimd pay increases for other 
industrial trades (11). Estimates by the Bureau of Labor 
Beau ls tics MeKaLiGeivis “Eielie jae lelae mie} trade —Uniens “have 
egditatcdmporm less than half af the wage and benefit 


MiemeasessgteGiiner Crarts (12). This trend can be partially 
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GCantributed to the pragmatism of the owners aie Union shop 


construction companies. iim crowd tes. “COMDeLILION 
from open shop companies, and the fear of as recturn Lo 
higher interest rates, EUmtinue te curb “any Upward 


pressure on construction costs. 


Not all areas of the country have experienced a 


construction boom. For example, the Houston market, where 
the economy is heavily dependent on oil, has had very slow 
eraiding in re®ent years (13). Similarly, in Alaska the 


eempletion of four major hydmaelectric projects has 
attributed to a decrease in construction employment (11). 
Residential construction usually feels the effects of 
Eeanomic changes igual Ihe Commercial COMSUPUCTION “1s 
eget eeby Much slower to Trespomd to economic changes since 
ies ties ta fixed umionm labor costs are generally much 
stronger (14). Unlike the response of housing, the influence 
an economic recovery has on labor agreements is often 
femavece Umum) the next rollind of megotiations, which can be a 


year or more later. 


Decline in Union Membership 


A decrease in union membership has further weakened 
Ete Damgaining position af unians. Total union membership 
has dropped below 20 million for the first time since 1968 
when membership data was first recorded (15). A spokesperson 
ET iemmunited  Brotmerhood of Carpenters and Joiners 


admitted that over the past 10 years they have missed a 
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potential 500,000 new members that could have been added to 
mine Tanks (16). 

Employment in union shop companies is particularly 
affected by an economic recession. Membership suffers since 
unions have no real power to prevent layoffs. Open shop 
Gempanies are often better able to take advantage of the 
Seugmecst Ciirfreremces in costs during industry downturns 
when eemeetition is fierce (17). 

As a measure to curb the loss of apprenticeship 
graduates, the Sheet Metal Workers' Internaticnal is 
mmr iig WOrKersS tO repay the cost of training if they 
leave the union ranks within 10 years of graduation. Other 
Smloms are cansidering adopting similar plans (18). 

Some labor unions have used mergers as a way to 
Mijeredse Emeir membership. A recent merger combined the 
Cement Workers and the Boilermakers Union (19). Mergers 
offer cost savings by combining union staffs, increasing the 
mimancial ability of the Gia leval ior eels! eleiehereeicir 2a 
fegeLrlarvons, amd increasing the political influence of the 
organization. Mergers can cause substantial problems if 
Miete are Gifterences in philosophies or interests between 
the unions. Success is often dependent upon skillful 
mieermal megqotiation amd compromise. 

An AFL-CIO program designed to attract membership, 
creates a new category of "associate" union members (20). 


Associate members receive benefits such as low cost 
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MmcWrance, Credit Cards and other discount services, but do 
eee ec erull Union Tepresentation. Ine program is targeted 
Mmevorkers that are former Union members who desire to 
continue receiving union benefits. 
iiestrovrhie ot sOpen Shop 
Cosh et lon 
Gea Shope eenseruction 15 EStimated to have grown from 
a 30 percent market share in 1970 to an estimated 60 percent 
market share in 1980 (1). The rate of growth of open shop 
mene Lruelian Mas Varied with geographic location amd market 
Salenee es nesidemetal COnNStruUcCLION Mas been the traditional 
femeer Of Opem Shop construction. It is estimated that over 
moe percent of reSidential construction is built open shop. 
Poi stop celstrUetlon Mas retained a stronger hold on 
Memeo ouraetloneai Multiple Unit dwellings, although it is 
eoeimated that over 65 percent of the multiple unit projects 
are now constructed open shop. Open shop construction has 
spread to commercial and industrial construction at a slower 
eae . It is estimated that 60 percent of industrial 
SonskerulclLion projects remain uUnionized. Highway and heavy 
SeascenueLioge TeMiain dominated by union shop contractors. 
Since many highway and heavy projects are federally funded, 
Srecvallimnguwage legislation is believed to be a primary 
LcevotueShoving the growin of open shop construction. 
is -geclOMeOMeoenuclLion sadvances Mave been largest in 


areas where the unions are weakest, spreading fastest in 
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Suburbs and in rural areas. The South is also an open shop 
Eeramigno ld. 

Ween shop CONnStruUclion is molt without problems. Studies 
fee shown a Sigmiticant deficiency in the ability of 
managers in open- shop ene to motivate workers (21). 
Problems noted include the failure to use positive incentive 
programs to motivate workers and failure to instill the 
sense of pride in workmanship associated with being a union 
craftsman. 

Poser woken (acing open 8Sshop contractors is the 
Geeveulily in obtaining skilled workers without the benefit 
eee umion Miring mall. With significant labor shortages 
projected for the near future (22), and since open shop 
Semstruction labor comprises an estimated 70 percent of all 
construction labor (23), the labor shortage problem is 
likely to VO OCSSNOMMCOMEreclOrs are acting to 
mel@iess the labar shortage. A serious problem they face is 
Mec MOSE existing training programs are union affiliated. 
It is estimated that less than 10 percent of the funds 
mepelable tor training im the comstruction industry are for 
agemeesmomp Programs (24). In order to maintain quality 
standards, open shop contractors must make advances to 
Slsaidmeenataing «Programs and to obtain certification for 
task and other nontraditional apprenticeship programs. 

Several chapters of the Associated General Contractors 


of America have established worker referral programs in an 
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Bre LOo tie resdsSe the inioOrmation about the pool of 
available workers (23,25). The program had been moderately 
PilececciUl, —bUEt it is believed that long range meeds can 
only be satisfied through an increase in training. 

Dual shop or "double-breasted" operations exist when a 
contractor operates two separate enterprises, one union shop 
and the other nonunion. The rapid increase in the number of 
double-breasted operations is especially troublesome for the 
Gimaons (26). Although double-breasting with the sole 
mianose OF avoiding a union contract is not allowed, the 
iecs Commitment te the success Gr ene Uinieanm shop company 
eeeese Givided whem a contractor chooses to doubleée-breast. 
Double-breasting may allow the contractor (fey Netalpysvs Cie’ [veers 
freely in open shop markets, but is not without problems. 
The operation must Follow narrowly-defined legal 
requirements to insure proper separation of the union and 
nonunion companies. Questionable practices are likely to be 


Cmalblemged by the umilons. 


lieve neo Mule enpioyer 
Bargaining 


Multiemployer collective bargaining is in decline (27). 
PoMerackOrcmarte Tinding tmal free-lance megotiating offers 
the advantage of independence and freedom of action. Many 
contractors are rele lant iG) risk entering gE 
multiemployer negotiations that may result with agreements 


WA ieomeOmUeSLrNeLive Or TOO Costly far them. Im Southern 
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California, the Associated General Contractors of America 
(AGC) has recently ended its multiemployer agreements with 
the teamsters and operating engineers and as an alternative, 
have formed smaller bargaining units where members can 
@meose tO accept or reject an agreement and are not 
obligated beforehand (28). The Arkansas Chapter of the AGC 
has been in an impasse with the construction unions since 
1984 iGo lOnGer ScOmsiders itselyt a multiemployer 
bargaining agent (29). 

Licmdeelliicain Cie nuns Or mMUlttemployer collective 
Prcaining Uniis Yias Lead to am increase in the number of 
individual agreements and has encouraged the formation of 
Bea ject pacts. Unions prefer the stability of bargaining 
with multiemployer agencies and believe that the spread of 
individual agreements only adds strength to the competition 


eeopen snoop construction (30). 


Mii Ou ecCmUmOhsm rE TOgeGl Pacts, 
and National Agreements 


De wouiaione Vrs Pe hea sinigms 15 amother trend 
Ser OnvinGg Ene ~ttacditiomal craft unions. COnmSt rue Gia 
elevevyees OQUilding oil and gas production facilities on 
Alaska's North Slope voted to form their own multiskilled 
union after iS je Cae organization Srtorks oy cine 
Pace LOndiomcratrt Uniems (21). Employers can find many 
advantages to negotiating with a ia sk Tied union, 


Jurisdictional disputes can be settled quickly, average 
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wages can be lower, and day to day management-union 
mmecttraciig 15 simpler With only one union to deal with. 


‘However there are problems associated with multiskilled 


i@tons. ie eer aciit mathitenlites in Obtaining skilled 
workers since they do not have the Troi orogdr ans OV 
Miemtraditional single craft unions. Mort iskilied unions 


are opposed by Sor ule single strate unions. Iheretoare, 
Mieye cannot rely on cooperation from them. A multicraft 
union must have sufficient membership representation from 
eoemmetantts i) Order to complete a project or they will not 
be considered an effective alternative for employers. 

jew ece oma heiNercaSiiiie trend towards tine USe OT 
project pacts. Project pacts are temporary labor agreements 
negotiated for a specific project. They are seen aS a way 
for unions to gain employment in areas where open shop 
EOmsSLruction is thought to have an economic advantage. A 
project agreement was recently negotiated to build the 
Perel Motgr Corporations’ $3.5 billion dollar Saturn 
manufacturing plant in Tennessee, where typically about 95 
eecme of the CONSLruction 1s nonunion (32). A project pact 
Came be Megoliated to cover all af the crafts. Many of the 
provisions apply equally to all the crafts with addenda to 
Eiemeoo OT OVISIOnS Unlgve tol a@ Single craft. When the 
project pact is in effect, all other labor agreements are 
Eenporarily “overridden. COStaNeUL LING Measures found in 


project pacts have included agreement for the increase in 
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use of subjourneymen, changes in overtime premiums, and 
moelusiom of a Saturday make-up day iroevis loam. 

Project pact agreements can allow union companies to be 
more competitive with open shop contractors but are seen as 
epomoartu term aid. In the long term, project pacts tend to 
fragment the unions and decrease union stability (30). 

National union agreements that have been negotiated 
generally have been restricted in scope and have applied 
epee tO individual contractors or contractor associations 
for specific types of projects. National agreements are 
often desired by large Cae contractors who work in 
many different locations. Unger an Unusual mulTicraft 
national agreement, union contractors were recently awarded 
COM elion Gollar Comtract to build oil platforms (33). 
Nine unions agreed to unify wages and many other provisions 
on Dit ecws — Uinaleie Pine VUGSate Clone Ot Ene wGewer al 
F Pe Si @leiecyy Onshore PaeTicatvon Agreement. National 
PeCeeiomeom nave Deen Megotiated far the construction of 
bridges by the iron workers and operating engineers (34). 
The National Bridge Project Agreement and the National 
Industrial Construction Agreement are seen as major factors 
Heir oving the position Of union shop contractors against 
Siemesmeo Competition im Building bridges. Provisions in the 
agreements include limitation of overtime to time and one 
half, an increase in the use of trainees, and other 


concessions to increase management flexi bilityaelne 
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agreements also allow the addition of addenda to add local 
mex toi liry. 

EApOr Re Guat loms. FOlILICS:, 
alnicl Coupere iste mentisigs 

The National Labor Relations Act, the Taft-Hartley Act, 
and the Landrum-Griffin Act combine to create the framework 
iereall labor-management relations. It is the interpretation 
of these labor laws that creates a balance between the 
Mmecaiis OF employers, workers, and the labor unians. Politics 
emer cCOurt decisions act to shift that balance. Recent 
conservative labor policy is believed HO bie We als ing 
wectanitial erosion im the influence of the building trades 
eens. Recent Court decisions in favor of the rights of 
individual workers and the rights of employers have also 
weakened union influence. 

The National Labor Relations Board (NLRB) has the 
meeoancibility for the administration of the labor laws. 
peiniary Tumetions of the NLRB include residing over unfair 
femOor Practice disputes and deciding if groups of employees 
desire representation by a particular fenor  UnLon. 
Appointment to the five-member board is a Presidential 
political action that can have far reaching affects on labor 
aeeivities. 

The present conservative nature of the NLRB is 
evidenced by recent key decisions that have been in favor of 


the employers (35). The NLRB decided in favor of an employer 
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femeerming the control of an employee who solicited during 
ToaeriGiecintce Employers Were given greater Tlexibility to 
make unilateral plant relocations decisions. A decision was 
made to require individual employees to exhaust all means 
ie arbitration av clenewrOs Uiem before “filing an untiair 
imer practice eharge with the NLRB. All of these decisions 
een ocem CO increase the discretion of the employers. MIhe 
NLRB is iii ee ia MVE TCinGg unto demands far sWwoerk 
preservation clauses aU labor contracts that would 
essentially eliminate deumle-breastuma (56.37 ,358). 

Mirai eCemeerns over the Current political nature of the 
NLRB appear well justified. However, ici Ss POL y Toh Elie 
omic eDcee One Ol meshnitting policy. Equally loud cries 
feee neard trom employers during liberal years. 

See we OUMeEMMeeCIolaiicOTLet Mave a SlOMITicCant effect 
on feamadement—lasO0r relations. the Supreme Court recently 
fied tO Uphold a NLRB decisiom forbidding unions from 
iii members who Quit the Union during a strike and went 
Meeks tO Work (39). Ihe decision could have a significant 
mipaect om the ability of unions to maintain solidarity 
during a strike (40). The Supreme Court recently overturned 
eee decision that held a company guilty of an unfair 
PpoG er ackice wWheheit chose to ignore its labor contract 
(ecieeiiling stor reorganization under Chapter 11 of the 
Bankruptcy Code (41,42). It is unlikely that healthy 


conpantes swale Tile Chapter 11 just to break a labor 
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eamtract, but with the large (iene — cOmslruct Lon 
Comoanies that fail annually, estimated tow S29) 2.740 
eualding COhiSoeruct Lon Firms and 420 highway-heavy 
@emstruetion firms in 1985 (43), this issue can be (alii 


@@eat Significance for the unions. The impact of this 
apeomng Om future failures amd the resultant dispositions of 
Uniram agreements is yet to be seen, but the perceived threat 
of bankruptcy now imposes added pressure to unions during 
negotiations (44). 

‘Tee cxanole sah a Government Policy “change that nas 
Seeectea labor relations is a change in the method the 
Department Of Labor wses to establish the prevailing wage 
fore Davis-Bacom projects (45,46). The Davis-Bacon law 
Milatancees to workers on federal comstruction projects over 
$2,000 dollars, a minimum wage based on local prevailing 
wage rates. The revised procedure defines the prevailing 
wage as the wage paid to the majority of the workers ina 
Pee veullar Crait, OF if a@ MajG@rity wage does not exist, a 
Hemgmted average wage iS to be used. The old method of 
Seo lishing tne prevailing wage was biased on the wage paid 
to at least 30 percent of the workers of a craft in the 
ijealbearea. The 20 percent wage was often the local union 
wage and its use tended to favor union shop companies in 
mading iGLetederally-Tunded projects. 

Sever emonO ss legislalive attion with potential 


MiptomMmOimmeniserUcmlonm Iagor are actively being debated. 





ie 
Besgresstomal bill H-R. 281 is a bill that would apply the 
terms of a union labor agreement to the nonunion portion of 
a double-breasted operation. The bill has recently passed in 
the House of Representatives but still faces stiff 
opposition in the Senate (47). A bill to amend the 
Walsh-Healey Act will become effective in January 1987 (48). 
ites bill stipulates that overtime for federal contractor 
emeeoyees is to be based om hours in excess of forty hours 
in the work week, and removes provisions that base overtime 
On an eight hour work day. A bill to amend the Hobbs Act to 
make union violence a federal crime, anda bill to weaken 
lhe Davis-Bacon Act were Pec cui rejected (47,49). 
meeposed tax-law changes that are still being debated 
include Maks LOimunat vould wainelude employee Tringe 
benefits as taxable income and a provision that would allow 
deductions for travel expenses to remote sites (50). 

BOCA eniakitrt tes si scealso a Concern for labor unions. The 
mimo OOvVernor's Veto Was mecessary to stop a bill that 
heuka have eliminated the requirement to pay prevailing wage 
mees on the cis MVcmMoOh maim Idaho school and college 
Cieichinccemoteo2). Im” illinois, a $2.3 billion dollar 
Peeject to rebuild the states infrastructure was passed with 
Pieri ear —C@MLIat@bors to Wse only wunionm workers 
Ge ihe requirement is am examole of politicians trying to 
Teor VUnlGnesSiODmeanNstructiom, althaugh its' Legality is 


Picok StOnvcCmcinaiwlenged by “open shoo contractors. 
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POsCeeoronlT leant es crave Level golitical issue is the 
S-ercion Lo pe an Union Shop state or a Right to Work State. 
Ueeam smog states allow provisions in Union agreements that 
require new employees to join the union within a specified 
ieagem Of Lime after a ere tvolteal ly seven or Erome 
Gays. Right to Work states have legislation that disallows 
Wee oroOvistons. ——Tnere are currently twenty Right to Work 
states; Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Iowa, 
Kansas, Louisiana, Mississippi, Nebraska, Nevada, North 
Carolina, Nomen Wakota, Seulth  iGarolina, South Dakota, 


Memnessee, fexas, Utah, Virginia, and Wyoming. 


Spuelles eur elec Molesisiletnes 


Pete naviMo re vien Nas COnducked tO Obtain intormarion 
[Mebevant t@ this study. Although there are many studies 
Peer itig data @n wages in the construction industry, only 
Mi@eseudies could be found concerning the frequency of 
Meewrretire Ul SUCCIfiC provisions in Uniom agreements. A 
Seucy Was conducted by G. N. Miller in 1978 (54) analyzing 
fie ron labor agreements Of the six basic trades on 
G@vertime Tates, Shift provisions, and travel allowance. A 
Pelavewas camnducted by C. E. Peabody in 1980 for agreements 
of carpenters and laborers, analyzing data on work through 
lunch, travel, and coffee break provisions (55). An attempt 
will be made to compare the results of this study with the 
i eOmeuicmctuGies —commucted by Miller amd Peabody to 


identify trends that may have developed over the years. 





CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 


PS Sieur, 2 @vemlo here save 

Requests for copies of agreements between contractors 
emo eme Six ComStruction crafts were send out to local 
chapters of Associated General Contractors of America (AGC). 
The letter requesting the agreements is in appendix A. The 
feeling) list Was Generated from tne annual directory of the 
Seeess Given im the July 1985 issue of Constructor magazine 
ea) . 

An attempt was made to achieve an even distribution of 
agreements from across the United States, equally balanced 
Pewuecen Umiam smOp States and Right to Work States. Of the 
62 requests for union agreements sent, 44 responses 
were received (71 percent response rate). Of the 44 total 
responses, 38 respondents provided agreements. Negative 
Moeeisceom WETS  TeCelved [rom G6 Organizations stating that 
Micyecla now megoliate labor agreements for their members. 
When multiple contracts were received for a single craft 
from an association, data was used from only one of the 
MietIer owes LileTe Was a Significant difference between 
the contracts in one of the provisions selected for review. 


Meets sUMeaneedarashase Comtained 117 agreements from Right 
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fimeewerk States and 152 agreements from Union Shop states. 
Paeevcc Gariered from a total of 250 Unicon agreements from 
Maewsix basic construction crafts. 

The reports of Miller (54) and Peabody (55) were 
reviewed to ascertain what labor agreement provisions were 
Sed eim OfeVlOuUS TeSsearch Orajects of Similar scope. The 
provisions analyzed in tinds minOn ect ineluge several 
Sey icions studied by Miller or Peabody. By comparing their 
ieowlts with the results of this study, it is hoped to 


Sewetmine if tremds im negatiatians have developed since the 


moe 1970's. 
Data Analysis 
The data was analyzed tie Glen Cy esulicliqul ie abiers\ Git 


emo ees im Line frequency Of occurrence of the provisions 
between the agreements of the various crafts. Further 
Comparison was made between the frequency of occurrence of 
ewecific Orovisions in agreements from Union Shop and Right 
to Work states. Variations in the frequency of occurrence 
of these provisions were analyzed for significance using a 
two by two chi-square test for relevance with a degree of 
freedom of one. The chi-square test was used to compare two 
sets of numbers to produce the likelihood that variations 
between Ticmmuinoers  eCOulG Nave Occurred Dy random chance. 
eke veleGgioncgnttttcance O71 4.05 was chosen to identify a 
Sten team  Geviation. At o<.05 ewe is Wess ins) eee) 


Teoneenlt chamee that the variation is due to chance. A 





a 


smaller number would imply a stronger result. 


Dit ew ete SeneOuineered 
An attempt was made to gather data on wages and 
fringe benefit costs from the labor agreements. It was found 
that accurate wage data could not be obtained since it was 
M@osible fOr a Wage freeze to be agreed to simply by 
menonwiimg @ COMm~Eract to  Comtinue past its expiration date 
(57). Such wage freezes were not detectable with the data 


Seblection method used. 
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CHAPTER 4 


ANALYSIS OF LABOR AGREEMENT 


PRovisiaNns 


CopeeacreOUrarion 

The length of time a labor agreement is in effect can 
vary greatly with typical durations ranging from one to five 
years. There are advantages and disadvantages to longer 
Gamiracts. Longer Comenae ns add stability to the 
Management-labor relationship. The turmoil that orten 
accompanies EONErAcCE LeVegoviauiam Gecurs less often. If 
Mjjete 15 ah imDalance in the agreement favoring ane of the 
parties, the party that believes it has the advantage is 
more likely to desire a long contract. 

A disadvantage to a long contract is that both parties 
fiery telag a deqree af jreedam. A longer contract requires a 
Seeaker commitment. In am industry with many self-made 
entrepreneurs who tend to be optimistic that the next year 
Peo cinge bether —~ tidings, long range commitments are 


sometimes difficult to agree to. 


Craft Comparison 
As shown in table 1, contracts of three year duration 
Bue mNOLe si TeGgvcei(a tan Ghe Or LWO Year Contracts. Very few 


See eieneomevicte —fOUnd to Nave a duration of four or more 
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years. Many construction contract agreements contain an 
automatic renewal provision that stipulates a continuation 
of the agreement on a year to year basis beyond the contract 
termination date. Renegotiations would only open if either 
party issued a written notice requesting to do so (58). 
Allowing an agreement to continue unchanged in such a manner 
is, in effect, an acceptance of a freeze in the contract 


G7). 


(eis | 
Diet t Vommor Contract by Erafrt 


Duration in Years 


fear t total 1 2 3 (iy 
Carpenters 50 (mes Oe 10 e20%)) 27 (54%) 2 (6%) 
cement masons 44 eee leer ce) > it Ss) 1 302%) 
iron workers 30 Foss) OOD. 14 (47%) ORCae 
Meagarers Hey) (lees ll 2S) eh 2db 51%) 1 2%) 
op engineers AG Smell eae (254 )8 25 (54%) 1 (2%) 
meamsters a3 3 (9%) Pee i 2? ea) ea) 
E@tal 25) SOMO Or mea (24, 1 4 (54%) o CA) 


Dieomecsmog vs Right to Work States 

As shown in table 2, the frequency of three year 
Teeememeo is Much Mighner im the Uniom Shop States than in 
the Right to Work states (p<001). Single year agreements 


are more common in the Right to Work states (p<.001). 
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(epee 2 


HOnEract VuUration on Union Shop 
and Right to Work States 


Duration im Years 


Ghee \ 2 S 4+ 
RTW i Bi Gare) AGma22 7) 49 (42%) 5 (4%) 
Union (32 2 107s) Bo (25%) 85 (64%) DAIS) 


 Souiniie lay ee ee ew his ste ife)a 


ie Linimgeor the expiration Gf a labor agreement can 
feve a SIGHIficCamnt impact on the negotiation process. Unions 
Pilot ePrenret tC Mave a COMLract Explre during the Spring 
Pie carly sSuUMMEr MOMNENS When CoOnStruction is at its peak. 
EComuractors are more likely to agree to concessions to avoid 
Peet ike if mamy projects are in progress: Unians may also 
Find an advantage in having a contract expiration date that 
eweloase to the expiration dates of the contracts of other 
Seats. FOrcing employers to bargaim with many crafts at 
the same time can wear the employers down and reduce their 
tairdaining Stamina. Comtract expiration dates that coincide 
with umion election dates can be undesirable for both the 
employers and unions officials (1). The elections can add 
Seer aeoeessutowuo tie CoMtrace negotiation. Incumbent union 
officials may be in avery undesirable position having to 
emai ane son eae micgOothatlon while their election 
Opponents are raising expectations that may or may not be 


reasonable. 





ES 

ttm illictnabes Lhe Gistribution of the months 

that the agreements were found to expire in for both Union 
Shop and Right to Work states. The great majority of 
contracts were found to expire during the early construction 
months of March, April, May and June. Similar results were 
ama yay CC. £., Peabody im his 1980 study (55). Variatians in 
the distribution of the expiration months between the 
weeeoweneoe in Union Shop states amd Right to Work states 
Pom ONG eo Te Sighiiicant.  lTnere were also no 
Significant variations found when a comparison was made in 


the distribution between the agreements of different crafts. 


SUDCOMERACL Or Provision 

PU Merac Lor  PCOviISsloOns are “commomly found in two 
forms. The general contractor can be required to use only 
fPiledmitercetars thmat are Signatory to the labor agreement, 
eee ceoving une SUuBECOMETaAcCtTOr to Sigm just for the 
fiieation oF the project, Or the general contractor can be 
mequired to hold all subcontractors responsive to all 
Geevisions of the agreement. ia the second case, 
Subcontractors are not required to Sign the agreement. The 
Oeneral contractor is mormally held responsible for the 
Senguckt oy SUDCONtracltors in alll subcontractor provisions. 

Lice uit Meanece Ciea SubecomtLractor Provision cannot be 
Cimc@eres timated. Unions consider uncontrolled non-union 
subcontractors a severe threat to union security and have 


resorted to strikes to prevent their use (59). Subcontractor 





FPGURE? | 


FREQUENCY OF AGREEMENTS BY MONTH 
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ed 
Eipeevyees sare Gifficult tO Grganize because of the large 
mmgen Of  SUDCOMtEractoOrs and the relatively few mumber of 
workers that work for each suveomeractor. Unions are 
mereimg to legislative measures and collective bargaining 
Mm control the use of ale LIL OE SUDC Ot Taeuors.. “General 
SemeracloOrs COmsSider use of non-union SUUCOmiTactors a55 ed 
feenocd Of reducing costs and as a competitive factor that 
Hose tO 1nipese Pressure Om Unions to agree to more 
favorable bargaining terms. Although a project may have both 
Teeoneand NoOn-Union workers at the time, there are negative 
aspects to this arrangement. There is a greater potential 


for conflict between workers (60). 


Srait Comparison 

ieee tive scsrErengun ah Une Irom workers and teamsters 
MmnsGOtidtking tOr ad SUBDCOMLracClL Provision is evident from 
the data in table 3. However, subcontractor provisions have 
become somewhat common for all crafts as evidenced by the 


tol siteauency of 70 percent. 
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TABES 


Peace hoOv | newline Stone ay —Subcomtractor 
Provisions By Crart 


Crate Meee tory subcontractor Percene 
agreements provisions 


Carpenters Bu 2 | 62 
cement masons 44 27 61 
iron workers Si. 25 of 
laborers 47 S| 66 
Co Seles 46 53 q2 
teamsters ES 22 82 

total 2a) 17 70 


Union shop vs Right to Work States 

Table 4 indicates a wide difference between Union Shop 
Sietees amd Rigmt to Work states for this provision (p<.001). 
Subcontractor clauses occur more than twice as often in 
Aoceemenus ror Union ShO@e sere om eiial ti. tie = agreenenrs 
for Right to Work states. ipjeResiperence Exists Tor ail 
crafts. These results reflect a major advantage for general 
Eenmeracktors in Right to Work states and indicate the 


relative weakness of unions in those states. 
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TABLE 4 
Citar irsmn OT tne Inclusion of SUbCOMtractor 
Provisions Between Union Shop 
and Right to Work States 
Page LO Work 


Cia ey number of SUeConmlLrac lar Ber een 
agreements provisions 


carpenters fap 8 Bes 
cement masons 2) 8 36 
iron workers 2 7 58 
laborers ee 8 26 
Cie ciegimeers 22 1 45 
teamsters ile 10 67 

total Wale 21 44 

er aicte) Stevole 
erat & mNTeve Ie ejay SUHCOMET actor percent 
agreements provisions 

carpenters 22 eo os 
cement masons 23 le Oo 
iron workers 18 18 100 
laborers 2 25 G2 
ela Ee lier s oe ce 96 
teamsters 18 ile oA 

Eoeral ieee: Ze ae 


Nie prke=NGwLoekKoUE Provision 

A no strike-no lockout provision prevents a lockout by 
a contractor or any cessation of work by the employees. The 
only typical exceptions are if the contractor fails to 
provide the required Worker's Compensation coverage, is 
delinquent in the payment of fringe benefits, or otherwise 
Crowe emeONOr<ero Iiils Provisiom is Usually part of 
the contractual section for the settlement of disputes and 


grievances. When ano strike provision is in an agreement, 
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ae Olu Tol DOL Parties tO alsa agree to a binding 
arbitration procedure to settle disputes. Use of the Federal 
Mediation and tipet fiat ian service On: the American 
Arbitration Association are commonly referenced (61,62). The 
larvOmalesOlnt Board for the Settlement of Jurisdictional 
Disputes or the parent International Unions are often called 
upon MMESsere le | jUTrisdtetional disputes (63,64), It is 
believed to be in the interest of all parties to avoid 
strikes and lockouts if at all possible. 

No strike-no lockout provisions do not mean the end to 
all strikes however. The provision does not prevent a strike 


GumoekGut at the end of a contractual period. 


Craft Comparison 

LieeceriKe = nOelOehOuE Provisions are prevalent for 
emer tec aS SOM im taule 5. Ine gemeral acceptance of 
this provision can be seen as an indication Oi waeie 
willingness of labor and management to work out problems 


MaeenouL COnNfrontation. 





13) ieee) 


Peevey er Tne sineul sion 


al 


an 


Nee strike-No bOckouL Provisions by Craft 


eraft number of number of 
agreements provisions 

carpenters 50 48 
cement masons 44 40 
iron workers 30 30 
laborers AF Dy; 
op engineers 46 45 
teamsters BS 30 
hota l 250 255 


Umewn snap vs Right to Work States 
The acceptance of this provision 
aeeeements in both Union Shop and Right 


Smowm in table 6. The high occurrence 


percent 


96 
ml 
Lae 
89 
98 
al 


Se 


aes Cannon for 
to Work states as 


Of “EhisS provas aan 


suggests that eventually such provisions may become standard 


inclusions in all labor agreements. 
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TABLE 6 
COVpeariscam Of the Inclusion of 
No Strike-No Lockout Provisions 
Between Union Shop and 
Right to Work States 


alien aici Fe) 


erat t number of ENO one percent 
agreements provisions 
Carpenters uD) OS. ae 
cement masons 21 20 eke 
iron workers 12 2 100 
laborers ee ile) 86 
op engineers Ze 22 100 
teamsters 1 2 87 
ole al! Ve Oo 25 
UnLon Ssaap 
Gran t Qn Matec Top number of percent 
agreements provisions 
Carpenters fas, ZS 100 
cement masons 2S 20 87 
iron workers 18 18 100 
laborers Zo 23 92 
Coeeteinecrs 24 22 96 
teamsters 18 es G4 
total 132 126 25 


COLA Provisions 
CooeOmeeLiving = Allawagee orovisions or COLA's, tie 
future wage increases to a price index such as the U. S. All 
Cities Consumer Price Index for Urban Wage Earners and 
Clerical Workers (58). Often the escalators also apply to 
Saltt Gitterentials, meal allowances, and other benefit 
payments. The total effect of the increases can be 


SUpShttitalcCOukrattors dislike COLA provisions because 





BS) 
Mey Increase the UNCertainty in future labor costs and 
because COLA provisions result in an increase in labor cost 
Ceieviig) intlationary times when contractors can least afford 
me (65). Contractors prefer to negotiate for fixed labor 


payments. 


Craft Comparison 
As shown ile table zs COLA Drevistoms —OCeuT 
fieceguermriy in (2boe ecm eemedps  |ar all Ene Grates. 


ZOnmemcanteealiteremnces could not be found between the 


crafts. 
TABLE 7 
Frequeneynan the Imelusion of 

CORA Pravyisions by Crart 
Cea I number of COLA pereeme 

agreements Pravisions 
carpenters 50 & 6 
cement masons 44 Z 5 
iron workers 30 ae Z 
laborers 47 4 2 
Ope mei neers 46 5 11 
teamsters 23 s 2 
irene) IL 250 12 8 


Jiem Shap vs Right to Work States 

FSeoievceine table 8> | Owners in Right to Work states 
Nave been far more successful in avoiding COLA provisions 
(p <001). The provisions could only be found in agreements 


from Union Shop states. 
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TABLE 8 
CCPC Bice lnelusien of COLA 
Provisions Between Union Shop 
and Right to Work States 
Fale ee honrls 


craft MUMS toe COLA ete emit 
agreements provisions 


carpenters S28 0 0 
cement masons 2 | 0 0 
iron workers Ve 0 0 
laborers 2? 0 0 
Cp) VSG ees 22 0 0 
teamsters 13 0 0 

boul: We 0 0 

Una Seo 

Clam & nome fa COLA Sie meeiciie 


agreeiemeoue pravic Loms 


CaArgrmrers ae = 12 
cement masons Zo 2 2 
iron workers 18 Z iM 
Faber ers 25 4 is 
op engineers ae S Z| 
teamsters ine) o V7 

total ee 19 14 

Sib (e ie) au Salevia 

Mittin seo so Mme we aec OMS ErUCLIOn project, it may 


Meeome ss Necessary to scnedule work for multiple shifts. 
ieee) Coen, eet eGQuITeGsEG Make Uo Lime lost due to 
fee o sore oINPly ta Serj erm work Enat Cannot be done during 
mea esti Ince Working al Might is undesirable for most 
workers, labor agreements usually have a provision requiring 


Sc lciMiMHomoe ODald CoO workers assigned to “back” shifts. 





os) 
iieowestiit OrOvisions reviewed in this study are _ the 
eeovyisiens ttnat Specify the oremiums to be paid when 
Slonmoyecs Work in three shifts. The means by which premiums 
Seeepald Lend to fall int@ ome or the three categories that 
fomeue cescribed as follows: 
ceed hai novi olGimeealls far a reduction im the 
number of hours that need to be worked on "back "shifts 
Timor TO cae eG MNOUTs OF Bay. A typical 
MoO TolCimiay oc Ov lOc CMEC wAG@ursS Of Day for seven and 
ewido eVOTK i Lies second Shirt and seven 
DoOUtswOh Work Gm EMe Enird shit t. 
Paeeqgry a7: (ic OrOvEchOn Callse for a reduction in 
emu Seep mieOlreo so, WORK On "back Shifts similar to 
Vice Uy ir OrOvtSIOie DUT provides for additional 
Te SeUnencurly Wages Tor work on the Second and third 
Siero s 


Gauegenry 3: The provision provides premium hourly 
Mages tor work on time Second and third shirts. 


tis ecOnmiGi Or a Sulit BrOvVisSiom to require that 
Mecification ee Secor MMi orrsr me to Starting che 
wie Work and that the Shift work comtinue for a minimum 
Dense r wor COMSECULIVEe days. The tyoical minimum speciried 
@uration varied between three toa five days. Multiple 
Sarits Lasting for Lescmuiateene cH ecli led mMaminum Lengtn 
of time would warrant premium pay at the standard overtime 
fale 

iM e wei ceNCaueUOrTES  @i Sill OreVviSlons, Category 2 


Pee eewancmon ter whe WOLkKers tne Greatest benefit. 


Craft Comparison 
As shown in table 9, category 1 shift provisions are 


VicwiComeOnmmlielimagreements tor all the Crafts. ihere is 
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a slightly higher frequency of category 1 provisions in the 
agreements of iron workers and laborers when compared with 
ie Other Crafts. The operating engineers have a higher 
frequency of category 2 provisions when compaired to the 


Other crafts. 


TABLE 2 


PectuCtion mr SoC m neces LOM so oli tL 
PRovis lone Dye rat es 


erart LOtal (ae Gee & Cat 3 
agreements 

carpenters EAC Be Ors) ea dk) See 
cement masons 44 29 (66%) 1 (2%) 6 (14%) 
iron workers 20 25 (83%) So es) iy eee 
laborers uy Zee 1) Eo (9s) 2 ae) 
op engineers 46 34 (74%) eS) UECEES ) 
Seamsters ee 22 (67s) 2 (65) 5 a 

mea | 250 eran 7o7.) oes) 24 (10%) 


Union Shop vs Right to Work States 

iiesiara shown In table (0 Comparing agreements from 
Union Shop states and Right to Work states shows that the 
workers in Union Shop states have had greater success in 
negotiating for the highly desirable category 2 provisions 
(p<.001). Agreements that offer both reduced work hours and 


a premium hourly wage are rare in Right to Work states. 
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TABLE 10 


Pia Oieol tie wi MelUsiGMm Gf Siitt Provisions 
Between Union Shop and Right to Work States 


Right to Work 


@rart t iene (alee 11 ene 2 Cat 3 
agreements 
carpenters 25 20 20%) Ge C02) Sole) 
cement mason 21 12 (57%) ae COR 5 (744 ) 
ium workers i Ons s7,) nest) 1 (8%) 
Haborers DO 19 (86%) O (0%) 1 (5%) 
op engineers 22 19 (86%) pees 2) 2 092) 
weams bers 15 12 (80% ) Ceca) Io tes 
eee Ae? Be 73%) 2 C2) 1S C1153 
Uren Sivele 
erat t total cae. || Can 2 Cac S 
agreements 
carpenters 25 15 (60%) 2 G5) S223 
cement mason DZ) 17 72%} fers) i Ga 
iron workers 18 15 (83%) oe) Gi Co.) 
laborers 25 19 (76%) 4 (16%) 1 CA) 
op engineers 24 (eR 630255) 2 (8%) 
Meamsters 18 Gn (se) CRONIES) A227) 
eee al ies 91 (68%) iiss) 117 68%) 
Overtime 


Agreements generally contain a section stipulating the 
forking Nours for the employees. Normal working hours are 
Gouallyessasea on an Cight hotir work day and a forty hour 
work week. Work in excess of the normal hours would warrant 
an overtime premium. Overtime provisions typically found in 
agreements can lei fala Ve ialeyal TIPOEE) ie following) i air 


Cal eqgrmies: 
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Caceiofone ye Mic maAidmeonewialt MS stiptlated tar all 
Wee OVE eciun: NMOUrS an ome Gay Or Over forty hours in 
one week, with double time for work performed on 
holidays. 


Ceveetolene 7 ea. Time and one half is stipulated -for all 
VMOER OVEreEIgmt hours, Momday through Friday, and for 
work performed on Saturdays. Double time is stipulated 
io Wor. performed on Sundays and holidays. Some 
provisions receive double time after the first two 
Homo OVEriime Work performed Momday through Friday, 
Mima cor ee First eight NowWrSs of Work om Saturday. 


Earvegory 3: Time and one half is stipulated for all 
Hie OVer Eight hours, Monday through Friday. Double 
time is stipulated for work performed on Saturdays, 
Sundays, and holidays. Some provisions allow double 
tiiiew dimer. tme Tirst two hours of overtime work, 
Monday through Friday. 


Category 4: Double time is stipulated for all work 
Poco MiOUko iii y Or yer TOrLy hours am One 
week, and for all WOEK §Oerformed on Saturdays, 


Sumdays, Or holidays. 

Catecqary Sioux  Pravisions Pare considered the most 
iMierative for the workers. Category one provisions are 
fomoldered persis Weve tone (Ct cmc ONMErAclOrs. Prudent 
management dictates minimizing overtime unless absolutely 
necessary. This is even more important when the premium is 


double time. 


cai t Comparison 

—ecHOuwnm unecdole vies sbategery two provisions are most 
PMMOMeuieanikeemencs fOr all ecrafts. the iron workers have 
the lowest frequency of Category two provisions and the 
eeg ve se Frequency Hi weakLedr)  incec provisions when 
FAioautctmeLa Une GtLner Crafts. Category three provisions 


are considered more favorable than Category two provisions 





£10) 
for the workers since double time is also paid: on 
Pelrdays. CONParisum Of the Gata im table 11 with findings 
Bemee Ne Miller in his 1978 study (54), shown in table 17, 
iiedcare a Change in the frequency of occurrence for each 
category of overtime Previs ion. The frequency of 
Sreurrence Git category two Paovisions has greatly 
Mmietedsed from 41 percent to 81 sercent (p<.001) while a 
deercase in frequency fiosmmOCclltea mio: Category Talr 
Me 001) and Category 2 (p<.05) provisions. The frequency 
Meeecategory 1 provisions Nas increased (p <02). This 
@erall trend is a shift to provisions that favor the 


himeraclons and indicates a concession by the unions. 


TABLE 11 


Frequency of the Inclusion of Overtime 
Provisions By Crarts 


Graft total Cat 1 Baits 2 Gat 2 Ga 4 
Agr eehemes 
Carpenters 50 (2%) 42 (84%) 7 (Ae) OC COX) 
cement masons 44 (Pees) Sem 82%) Selo) ee 2 Sn) 
iron workers 20 eas) V9 63%) O74) 0” uo) 
laborers 47 26x) 42 (89%) 24) oC) 
op engineers 46 By fle) a7 (sO) i) C28 Sr) 
teamsters 5S Se Sie) 26 (79%) O (0%) ~2 (é%) 


IEG) call 220 ies Ces) 202 (S14) ZI CI) 7 Se) 
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TABEE 12 
aeGueney Of tnen inclusion of OVertime 


rrovisiens By Crayts 
Miller 1978 (54) 


erat tou al Cait! Gait @artes Cat4 
agreements 
Carpenters 24 ol (aes) BZ 1) OS 74) 10> (42%) 
cement masons 25 O (0%) > (20%) 6 (24%) 14 (56%) 
mean workers lz Ons Co) Oo Coe) 1 (6%) 16 (94%) 
ianparers 18 1 (6%) 13 78%) 1 (6%) ee 5) 
op engineers 18 O (0%) Ces, O (0%) eo) 
Peanmsters i ae) (OES. 2 (18%) 2 (alee) 
De@nesul ae ee gi ay CeCoow, 12 ye) © 52-1 ner) 


tion Shop vs Right to Work States 

eesti edo le  leemeNc ec akouary TWO Provisions are 
Heminant in the Right to Work states. The iron workers are 
the only craft to negotiate other terms with any appreciable 
PeeGteneya crates in Union Shep States have had greater 
eueeess in gra eleven sie alipie) Tor more Piet ati es Ove mr danie 


eeovisions than crafts im Right to Work states. 
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TABLE 13 
Comparison of the Inclusion of Overtime 
Provisions Between Union Shop and 


Ricgiuro HumkeStaves 


Right to Work 


erart total Gat GrakteeZ Cac 2 Gene 4 
agt ene mis 
carpenters 22 O (0%) 24 (96%) 1 Caz) C075) 
cement masons 21 O (0%) 19 (90%) 2 (10%) OF ci) 
iron workers ie Bo C2 5%) POS 8%) PENT) ay (oles) 
iaborers 7? (ies COR) DOA Wenoles O (0%) O (0%) 
op engineers Do le 576) 2 (954) 0 (0%) GO 40%) 
meamsters 15 ile ee 3 eee O (0%) ie BO) 
ieciwel | apal @ 5 14) S106 (914) 5 (a) eles) 
iniaktela Sinieve 
craft a Oneal! (raha Cat. 2 Cat. 3 Cat 4 
agreements 
carpenters 25 Ip MCAt Os ae aC 72%.) 6 (24%) O (0%) 
cement masons 23 eC A) ey mere ) Be C13 %) 2 (9%) 
iron workers 18 O 40%)" 12 (67%) 6 1 ees) Or Coe) 
laborers 25 TG tera) 20 (80%) o (3%) 0 (0%) 
op engineers 24 “ee e) 16 (67%) 1 (4%) Bela) 
Beansters 18 TOO) a ee ee) 0 (0%) 1 (6%) 
total ico no Oe Oe 722 18 14%) G> 3%) 


Saturday Make-up Provision 


The Saturday make-up provision allows work on Saturday 
eee n alice Lic me rake bOMake Ub Tor time lost during 
SiemiececeeaiemNccx CUle EONIMNG  CMetE WwealLmer OF OLher reasons 
sevond Ene EqicMoy es ee oie Olly The Orovision wsually 
stipulates that less than forty hours have been worked 
Te eveccumeroniavemand fridays Additionally, the employees 


generally cannot be required to work the Saturday make-up 
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Seve fm increase dm the oeturrence of this provision is 


istered a COMmcesston Dy Unicns to employers. 


tuar t Comparisons: 


PSeanoarki Som Or erantsS Im table Wa indicates that this 
provision is more frequently found in the agreements of 
laborers Edie (OLNEr Cralts. (its Ssrovisvon 15° bedst 
common in the agreements of iron workers. Comparison of this 
eae eGm ine Timgdings OF a Study conducted by G. N. Miller in 
iewee (54) in table 15, indicate that this provision has 
gained in acceptance over the years among all crafts 


o.001). 


TABLE 14 


PreGwicncy or une inc licion ot Saturday 
Make-up Provisions by Craft 


erat t number of Sele il Gl ay, percent 
agreements provisions 
carpenters 50 18 36 
cement masons 44 14 Bye 
iron workers 30 6 eu 
laborers 47 27 yi 
op engineers 46 ils Ee) 
teamsters 32 ia be) 


total 250 al 36 
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TAgee 15 
PeeGweneCysor tne Inelusion of Saturday 


Make-up Provisions by Craft 
Maier 19789054.) 


eran t HUMeNS ie fone Saturday percent 
agreements provisions 

carpenters ea 4 1% 
cement masons ao Zz 8 
iron workers ee 0 0 
laborers 18 3 ile 
op engineers 18 1 6 
teamsters ial 3 27. 

total ales 13 v2 


ion shoe vs Right ta Work States 

Table 16 provides a comparison between agreements in 
Minvonm Shop and Right to Work states. The carpenters, 
laborers, and operating engineers agreements have a much 
ic teTedutemney, Of Che saturday Make-up Provision in the 
agreements of Right to Work states than in the agreements 
of Union Shop states. The occurrences are approximately 
equal between the agreements in Union Shop states and Right 
to Work states for teamsters and cement masons. These 
fecltiGs lMmadiCate ea Greater Gegree of COMcession by unions to 
SIE yEerS IM Eme Right to  WOrks States for the carpenters, 


laborers, and operating engineers crafts. 
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TABLE 16 
Comparison of the Inclusion of Saturday 
Make-up Provisions Between Union Shop 
and Right to Work States 
eG anG eran 1 ehiscs 


Cray & number of Saturday percent 
agreeciemic  Provisians 


Carpenters Ze {2 48 
cement masons Z| i oi) 
iron workers ile e: Zo 
laborers Z2 16 2B 
op engineers 2 ©) 41 
teamsters ie 5 a 

total dhe De 44 

Paton Shop 

@rat t number of Saturday percent 


agrecenents Spray isions 


carpenters Ze 6 24 
cement masons 2 2 20 
iron workers 18 s V7 
laborers LS Wd 44 
ap engineers 24 6 Zo 
teamsters ike 6 a 

total 1s 29 29 


ita eee eyes ens 


Travel pay clauses provide compensation to workers for 
eosts incurred while travelling between home and the work 
site. Travel pay can be in the form of a predetermined 
imc ine riven Tran tne oroject tao a base location), 
the actual costs of travel, or the pay can be based ona 
Senleomey ee 4Onessradiatimg {from a central location such as 


MC loOnmnainor wcCOUNEy Line. =smployers are hesitant to 
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@eec to travel Pay provisions. It is considered pay in 
Beeess of that actually earned Titres De ing “Galnt il ly 
employed on the job. The occurrence of a travel pay clause 
in a labor agreement is a good indication of the relative 
Beemer OF thie Union. Lt can be a particularly important 
clause in sparsely populated areas where travel distances 


@am) be great. 


Craft Comparisons 

An analysis of the data in table 17 indicates the 
Moet ve SUCCESS Of the irom workers and cement masons in 
aeeaiiin TOr ENUS OroOvision. lit Vaborers have the lowest 
Pre auency of occurrence of atravel pay clause. Data 
Bemlected by G. WN. Miller in 1978 (54), shown in table 18, 
reflects similar success by the iron workers and cement 
Masons. Comparisons with his findings indicate that recent 
Geims tave also been made by the Carpenters, laborers, 
operating engineers, and teamsters as a group (p<.03). This 
provision appears to be a bargaining issue gained by those 


unions over the years. 
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(AGRE iy 
PREQUEMEY ty ciel Me US wel ee 
Travel Pay Provisions 


Dy sbrat 


erat t number of travel percent 
Agee Mis Nore y isi ains 


Calvemnrers B10) “ae 46 
cement masons 44 26 BS 
iron workers SH) ip Co 
laborers AG, 15 Be 
Co Si Giese 46 Ze 48 
teamsters 55 15 as 

total 250 120 48 

AVeIlie Ws 


PrSqucinyeOr nie wine lisLem oF 
Travel Pay Provisions by 
Crater: [978 54.) 


Grad t number of travel percent 
ageeie tom OrOY ies Lains 


carpenters 24 7 29 
cement masons ZS 13 ae 
iron workers ie 10 BS) 
laborers 18 & 7 
Cieciieimeet Ss 18 7 Bo 
teamsters ll 2 18 

mG) eae Is 47 o7 


Uiwom sn@o vs Right to Work States 

Peeecnipearisonm Detween tne agreements in Union Shop 
See omanentgie tO WORK Stakes 1S oOravided in table 19. The 
aiceememius im Umiom Shap states Mold a decided increase in 
Pieeine tence Cl travel pay orovisions when compared to the 
agreements of the Right to Work states (p<.005). The 


Cie nefeem oC mIOSe MOLleceaple “Tor the agreements of the 





ironworkers, laborers, operating engineers, 


iieseavantage of Carpenters 


wip) | Uigabieliey = Slareve) 


fegect. Cement Masons actually have @ higher 


travel pay provisions in agreements from the 


Petes, altnough the provision is fairly 


Peiechuemason agreements. 


PAB EE 72 


Eomparisom of ~the Inclusion of ra 
Provisions Between Union Shop 
Sie lami to WOEK states 


fee QhVE 


Gra tit number of 
a0neenenrs 


to Work 


travel perc 
provisions 


carpenters Zo 10 
cement masons Z| ie 
iron workers TZ 4 
laborers Ze 5 
op engineers oe 8 
teamsters 1 4 

Lota Ll ile 45 

Binkicng Stajeye 

eral t number of travel perc 


agreements 


carpenters 25 
cement masons 23 
iron workers 18 
laborers 2S 
op engineers ae 
teamsters 18 

total Hee 


provisions 


Us 


Nother OUgi URC Provision 


VWORhethrougm Vunch provisions stipulate 


A] 
and Leanmsters. 
States ts More 

percentage of 
fr ielaie ormonk 


common im all 


vel Pay 


ent 


ent 


Se, 
52 
83 
40 
ao 
61 


26 


compensation 


is due workers if they are asked to work through the normal 
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lunch period. The compensation is usually an overtime 
premium for the lunch period lost and an allowance must be 
provided to permit workers to eat their lunch as_ soon as 
eeciole ai tie employer's time. Employers usually have 
ately ei ee ccneaulings tne LUneh “pervods. If 2s not 
wmeaemmon to have am agreement that allows employers to 
Seager tne lumen Period So work can oroceed continuously 
(66). Often the employers are given a time window in the 
work day when lunch periods are to be allowed. Compensation 
Meee Watranted if workers are not allowed to have a lunch 
M@eeak during that time window. A typical provision might 
stipulate that a lunch break must be provided sometime after 
three and one half hours after the start of the work day but 


not later than five hours after the start of the work day 


(66). Weaker work through lunch provisions only require 
payment tO Ee wie h ere Item umMe Sk rchgat COLIN shel, Sivene we lqis 
mime periad missed (67). HOt MeiroOtGine linc Srovisians de 


not allow the shortening Ci Sete WOEK day to avoid 
Seigensdting workers for missing lunch. 

Poi itiianur er Seoul Scakunmech cam Become Costly. If 
itimen Derlods are missed too oftem due to poor planning, 
Piodichivity Cam also be expected ta suffer. This would be 
an added expense over and above the premium pay for working 


Prous LUMI. 


Craft Comparison 


LeoVince CO Ege Majority Of the agreements 





studied contained a work through 
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Joa etal Orovision. 


Deviations DEetWeen Crafts were mot found to be significant. 


TABLE 20 


Frequency of the Inclusion o 
(MicoUugielinei Provisions by 


eran number of work thru 
agreements lunch 


CaLoent ers 50 ol 
cement masons 44 a4 
iron workers 20 19 
laborers a7 De 
Cimenigumee ts 46 28 
teamsters bys) es 

ie@tee 0) 164 


Union Shop vs Right to Work States 
Table 21 pravides a comparison 
Occurrence Loan won. Senco linen 
el eeiemes in Unilam Sep amd Rignt 
frequency of occurrence is found to be 


Pimeniewagrecients Of Union Shop States 


f Work 
Craft 


percent 


of the frequency of 

iravhs Lons  Dethieen 
to Work states. The 
Slgmiticant ly higher 


(oe 00 = 









ee ae iu z 
‘somhe- ¢-. GUE yeTR Tt -aigny 

alerts ico rout vane 
i” SA  < wth nr we 


i 5 ¢6" Ganges, *a 4 


6) | ‘iel!) %q @SfiemAsnae 


50 
TABLE 21 
Copal iconmeo, tne Tinelusiom or 
lit wimrough Euntin Provisions 
Between Union Shop and 
PLO bo Wark States 
Boonie ear Work 


craft number of work thru percent 
aG@ecimeies — Jhuinela 


Le rienriew.s 25 10 40 
cement masons 2] 14 67 
iron workers eZ 5 (Ns 
laborers 22 15 68 
pe engigieers Dae 10 aS 
teamsters 15 6 40 

io cal ile’ 60 51 

Linton. shop 

erat t number of Hot ert Pere eit 


Bioelettelmes IU eid 


ear Pe gieens 25 Zl 84 
cement masons ee 20 87 
iron workers ae 14 18 
laborers ZS 20 80 
op engineers 24 18 BS) 
teamsters Its} ‘el 61 

total 133 ays 78 


Coimee Bred errovisians 
Poved ih Seg iiteeoreakspeevisions allow workers to stop 
of emit ii col fee ot Some = saunet mon-alcohnolic beverage, 
Meese iene TGlning Vand once in the atternoon. Provisions 
may contain PesStiMe hvoOms io eae im) TL Ugg) ates che locs of 
productivity caused by a break. For example, most provisions 
Pio eteVvorthce roi ron leaving Ene work Staliom in order to 


take the coffee break. Terms commonly found include: 





a] 


ecw ico iecChIOimeLOnUrinmeing Corree at the work 
station. 


The workers shall not leave their place of work. 
Onewworker shell be allowed to get refreshments. 


icwoy-hseat olen eGiiTed worgive all employees catfee 
breaks at the same time. 


Seem eGeacseSiiadli WMGL Inter iTere With work progress. 


Craft Comparisons 

Coffee break provisions are found in 24 percent of the 
agreements. As indicated in table 22, iron worker agreements 
fee) Lie QeSres Pee Ulenie yy Oi Wen were break provisions, 
Melee ne se teaiiseers eiave “tne feast tikelinood of this 
provision in their agreements. Bye the Mature of their 
icon Cemenk MasoOms Canmpt roeulLinely Stop work for a break 
and must drink beverages as the work allows. Since teamsters 
imo malice nGInNecet Ss ateweikcly = ta be able ta drink 
Sic mUUE ine MatdUral breaks during ~ work without affecting 
PrenUchivity, Lie ie LUshoOneGh MSlicM  BrOVislons im their 


agreements slice it telig ex 
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TAB EE 22 


PRECWeMeY Gir ilies Werewient ola Meng 
Coffee Break Provisions 


Dy Oral t 
Chan t number of coffee percent 
agreements provisions 

Carpenters mie) I a 
cement masons 44 8 18 
iron workers 5 12 40 
laborers 47 ie a4 
CemeMe emcers 46 5 ile 
teamsters 32 2 g 

total 220 a0 24 


Bnitom Shop vs Right to Work States 
iiemovera i Treduiceney Of having cot fee break 
is about the same for agreements from Union Shop 


Geegine tO Work States. AS indicated im table 23, 


Sispartty  pelween crafts for this provision in 


from Union Shop states. Coffee break provisions 


Cece lieeacgcreemenits TOF ms Cal@enrers, Lron 


imerers, than fOr agreements for cement 


PHemmMeers, and teamsters. [he inclusion of 


Pe otic s Ove Seven yeGilstriouLed among 


EIbeEMenEs from Lhe Right to Work States. 


workers, 


masons, 


Crares in 


provisions 
states and 
Ciete lea 
agreements 
CeeUur More 
and 


Operaring 


coffee break 


the 





TABLES 23 


Conparisameot “tine Inclusion of Cortree Break 
Provisions Between Union Shop 
and Right to Work States 


Cran & 


carpemters 
cement masons 
iron workers 
laborers 

Com eiel neers 
teamsters 


total 


craft 


Camoneikers 
cement masons 
iron workers 
laborers 

imc e nicer s 
teamsters 


iene a | 


mgt to Wark 


UMC ee 1, 
egreemenis 


Uninon Sher 


HUMBIer “ai 
agreements 


coffee 
provisions 


N WWW OO 
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coffee 
provisions 


-=- ON WO 


Bo 


percent 


CS heen 


36 
12 
oo 
40 
4 
6 


22 


ao 


iretaiwe 


a 
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CHAPTER 5 


Pests AND CUNGEUS TONS 


Summary of Results 

meequcmicy Of Ucclrrence of Provisions 

Table 24 is a summary of the Overall frequency (cr 
Heer rence Of ENE BPrOVvVisisoms im Lae 250 agreements reviewed. 
Meperal Observations that could be made taelide ss Eie 
following: 

iiecomey eat CUR ETACES arc MmeSe  cCOMmoM.  IIhls Tinding 

agrees with the results of the study done by C. €E. 

Pecbicdy elm 1os0" (55) 


MGcOeraclOn mC lauSeSUOCEUTe im.) Lie Mayority of the 
aqrechienrs. 


ltrsrrike no lockout provisions Geeur im almost all of 
em ne ements 


CUR Bory lslOnssoeCcul wii very Tew agreements. 

The most common shift provision stipulates a reduction 
in the number of hours of work required to earn eight 
(ir swet Hay etOr WUrK cane during “back” Shirts. 

The most common overtime premium stipulates double time 
Wageerases | Or workwon oliniciays amd holidays, with time 
and one half being paid for other overtime conditions. 


Most agreements do not contain a Saturday make-up 
BrOvisian:. 


Hicsic  Blentetsiltelies clo iol contain a jem ree lovee: 
Provision. 


Me sg ceciioMmes CONcdinea work throug hunch provision. 


Travel iieovVEeTOnS Occur Lp aieysne half i ec 
agreements. 





Be. 

Craft Comparison 
Table 25, lists tne eratts that have shown a 
Pdimiibeant Geyiation in the frequency of occurrence for a 
Barticular provision in their agreements, when compared 
with the agreements of the other crafts. As shown in table 
25, the iron workers have been more successful than the 


mere clalkS in Megadtiating ior many of the désirable 


provisions. The agreements of the iron workers are more 
likely to have provisions for Comiecew Obl aks. travel 
allowances, double time for Saturday work, and the very 
mmpOrtamt subcontractor clause. They are less likely to 


have the undesirable Saturday make-up day provision. The 
agreements of the teamsters have a relatively high 
frequency of subcontractor provisions. The agreements of the 
operating engineers have a relatively high frequency of 


BevIsSiams tmat Stipulate a reduction in hours with premium 


pay for second and third shifts. Cement masons' agreements 
Pnemrominave more travel provisions. the agreements of the 
laborers are more likely to have a Saturday make-up 


Provision. 


Precim osiop vs Right to Work States 

Table 26 provides a summary of Une | Sigmitieant 
variations in the comparison of agreements between Union 
Shop and Right to Work states. Agreements in Union Shop 
states are shown to have a higher frequency of 
SUbCOMEractOr, COLA, Grave d, and work through lumen 


provisions. They also have more three year contracts anda 
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fogiicr frequency Of provisions that stipulate a reduction 
in work hours with premium wages for back shift work. The 
agreements in Right to Work states have more single year 
contracts and more Saturday make-up provisions, than the 


agreements in Union Shop states. 


TABLE 24 


pEeqdoneyeot UeCCUrEetee ol | rOViStons 


provision agreements percent(*) 
Containing 
provision 

GuGakuarn |i yr 50 Zu 
2er 59 24 
3 yr ia Sah 
At VT 3) 4 
SsumeOntraclor 174 70 
strike/lockout pL) 94 
Cole {2 8 
shifts cat-1 183 7S 
cat-2 lee 8 
cat-3 24 10 
OT cat-1 ie 
cat-2 a 3 
cat-3 25 2 
cat-4 PAOW: 81 
Save | 36 
travel 120 48 
Wy eaeGine kh hea 66 
coffee Si) as 


* (based on 250 total agreements) 





Pa 
(Asie (25) 


iii ene reCuueney gn WeCbUErence 
Gi wee rOvastom SetWweem Eraiis 


provision Crare(s) 
SubCONEEacuOr iron workers, teamsters 
shifts cat-1 iron workers, laborers 

cat-2 ale) Tile iecies 
or cat-2 iron workers(min) 

cat-3 iron workers 
Sat M/U laborers, iron workers(min) 
itary | iron workers, cement masons, 


laborers<( min) 


coffee break iron workers, teamsters(min), 
op engineers(min) 


* The crafts noted have a greater frequency of 
Geeurrence for the provisions, unless indicated as 4a 
minimum. 

TABLE 26 


Var tarioms Li the Prequcney on Uceurrence 
Oi d Provision, Us Vs RIW 


provision advantage significance 
duration 1-yr RTW (9=. 001} 
3-yr US (o=.00 1) 
Supcont rac tor US (200 1) 
COLA US (e700) 
Shits cat—2 (is (o= 00 |) 
Oi) Cae 2 RTW Ca. 001) 
Sat M/U RTW Gore) te) 
travel US (ep =2001) 


W/T lunch US Co .001,) 
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Come Wis coins 

The results of this study have shown that there are 

oF ren owt rerences Tio MPO Ey On | Timing 4 
particular provision in a labor agreement, depending on the 
craft, andon whether the agreement is from a Union Shop 
SeavceCr a Right to Work state. Local economic, political, 
and social conditions largely influence the results of 
negotiations in individual agreements. National issues have 


the potential to affect all labor negotiations. 


Craft Comparison 

To explain differences in agreements between crafts, it 
mmoonekimes Weloful to coOmsider working conditions peculiar 
ce Pie inedrvidual  eraris. "Gr Vexample, during contract 
negotiations, the teamsters and operating engineers are 
Mice tOeagree [O concede a provision for a caffee break 
iietitey could gain some other desirable provision, since 
teamster and operating engineers can usually find time to 
drink coffee during work anyway. For provisions that are 
megnliy desirable for all workers, such as a lucrative 
overtime ome 1S a@iimn differences in the irequeney. ar 
occurrence of the provisions depend primarily on the 
See Momo Ene UMICn.. Ins, =the iron workers are found to 
have the strongest unions, based on their success. in 
negotiating for subcontractor clauses, lucrative overtime 
provisions, travel pay, and coffee breaks. They have also 


avoided the undesirable Saturday make-up day provision with 
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the greatest success. The laborers are found to have the 
weakest unions. They have not excelled in the negotiation 
for any desirable provisions, and have conceded Saturday 


make-up day provisions more often than the other crafts. 


Union shop vs Right to Work States 

Unions in Union Shop” states were expected lol sabe 
stronger than unions in Right to Work states. The large 
variations found in the frequency of occurrence of some 
provisions, when comparing agreements from Union Shop and 
Right to Work states, give an indication of the magnitude 
of the advantage provided by legislated protection of union 
meer y. «nls, Ll 1S Mot SUrprisSing that unions are so 
magived to fight for beneficial legislation in an effort to 
regain strength, and contractors so equally resolved to 


promt such legislation. 


ieenads simee 1978 

There are statistically significant differences in the 
results of this study and the results of the study conducted 
by G. N. Miller in 1978 (54). These differences can be due 
Vemeranges im a number oF factors that influence labor 
negotiations. Several of the key factors were discussed in 
chapter two. The differences in the two studies also could 
Simply be the result of a shift in the desires of the 
workers. Given the adversarial nature of labor-management 


negotiations, shifts in the frequency of occurrence of a 
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May istan in aoreementS  Elther benefit Cit reactoars Or 
workers. The following general statements can be made in 


Somparing the resulrs Of this study with that of Millers’ 


Suc. 
(ete oro. Vola sano reater soemel lt | UG COMEracLors 
are found (ew tenet rechemesmmOW Neiman iM 1976 
(ossicles |e 


Saturday make-up day provisions have increased in 
PreGuene yaup= 260 1), 


Travel pay provisions have increased in frequency for 

Fic may cenietits wot "Caroemters. laborers, operating 

engineers, and teamsters as a group (p<.03). 

The shift in frequencies of overtime provisions and 
Saturday make-up provisions indicate concessions by the 


unions. The increase in the frequency of travel pay 


provisions indicates a union gain. 
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Appendix A 


Jimmy S. Hirakawa 

ASSO ieeaunh: ave. NE 

Apt 337 

Redmond, Washington 98052 


[Name ] 

meqanizatioan ] 
[Optional][Chapter] Chapter 
Bisetonal|je 0 Box [PO box] 
[Optional ][Address] 

Beetional |Suite [Suite] 
Mency |), [State] [Zino] 


Dear [Last name], 


I am a graduate student in Civil Engineering at tne 
University of Washington. i aieeiaieor ing in Cons bruct ian 
Engineering and Management and am currently working ona 
abe Project CONcerning Unioms ain the construction 
industry. I am attempting to analyze union contracts from a 
variety of locations to ascertain how various crafts have 
fared in recent years in bargaining with management and to 
attempt to establish what forces may have affected the 
timnon agreements. 


Toecemplete this project, 1 am gathering union contracts for 


the six basic crafts; carpenters, cement masons, iron 
workers laborers, operating engineers, and teamsters and 
would like to have a copy of your union agreements with 


those crafts. 

This research project fulfills a requirement for my Masters 
Deqgree in Emgineering and I would greatly appreciate your 
assistance. 


simcerely, 


Jimmy S. Hirakawa 
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